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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the communication filed on 04/1 2/201 0. 

2. Claims 1-37 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are moot in view of 
new grounds of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 11-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. The claims recite "the 
instructions when executed enable the processor to allow at least two of the two 
or more remote systems based on a selection scheme." It is understood that "to 
allow" means to assign the task to a remote system. However, that the processor 
assigns task to a system "based on a selection scheme" such as processing 
speed (claim 13) is contradictory to claim 10 which recites " assign, based on a 
determination by the two or more remote systems that at least one or more of the 
resource requirements is satisfied, the task from the task list to a first remote 
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system to respond to the indication that the task is available for processing, 
wherein the task is assigned without performing a comparison of current 
operational capabilities of the two or more remote systems to each other." It is 
believed that assigning task without comparing of remote systems' performances 
and assigning tasks by comparing of remote systems' performances are two 
distinct embodiments that contradict one another. Applicant is requested to cite 
portions of the specification where the two embodiments can be used together. 

6. Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention for the same rationale as in claims 11- 
15 (see claims 6-7, "selection scheme" and "processing speed"). Correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

8. Claims 1, 3-7, 9-15, 17-19, 28, 29 and 31-34 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cajolet (US 6,192,388), in view of 
Johnson et al. (US 2002/0133593, hereafter Johnson), and Slater et al. (US 
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7,590,746, hereafter Slater) and what was known in the art (Official Notice 
or ON) 

9. For claim 1 , Cajolet discloses a method, comprising: 

indicating to two or more remote systems in a distributed data processing 
system that a task, in a task list, is available for processing based on a 
distribution list (fig. 6 step 100, assisting computers receive request for 
assistance on task processing, col. 9 lines 63-64, fig. 7 item 136, list of assistant 
computers, col. 3 lines 17-21, task portion queue or list); wherein an indication 
specifies at least one resource requirement (col. 8 lines 24-36, a job servicing 
request has indication of software required to do the job) 

receiving at least one response from each of at least two of the two or 
more remote systems capable of performing the task responsive to receiving the 
indication (fig. 6 step 104-106, assisting computers send back response with 
computer characteristics that task can be done); 

wherein the at least one response is based on a determination by the two 
or more remote systems that the at least one resource requirement is satisfied 
(col. 8 lines 24-36, checking whether the computer that received the request can 
satisfy the request's requirement such as software needed) 

assigning the task from the task list to a remote system that sent the 
response (fig. 6 steps 110-112, col. 2 line 63-col. 3 line 11, assigning task to 
assisting computers participate in distributed task processing, col. 8 lines 43-53, 
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dispatcher receiving responses from assisting computers and selecting one to 
assign the task to). 

Cajolet does not disclose each of the responding remote system has 
reserved at least a portion of its respective resources for performing the task 
based at least in part on the at least one resource requirement. 

Johnson discloses each of the responding remote system has reserved at 
least a portion of its respective resources for performing the task based at least 
in part on the at least one resource requirement (fig. 5, system receiving request 
for content, checks for required resources, and reserves its resources to process 
the request) 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to reserve resources as taught by Johnson to the invention 
of Cajolet when a system has determined it has sufficient resources to process a 
task. The motivation would be to lock down resources when it is still available 
because resources are dynamically changes with respect to time. 

Cajolet-Johnson does not explicitly disclose assigning the task from the 
task list to a remote system of the at least two remote systems that responds first 
to the indication that the task is available for processing, and wherein assigning 
the task is performed without comparing operational capabilities of the at least 
two remote systems to each other. 

However, Slater discloses assigning a task to a remote system of the at 
least two remote systems that responds first to a task indication, and wherein 
assigning the task is performed without comparing operational capabilities of the 
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at least two remote systems to each other (col. 1 I. 50-55, a load balancing 
technique of a director server assigning a request service to a server among a 
plurality of servers which replied fastest to an investigatory signal without 
comparing the servers' performance attributes) 

It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to combine the 
teachings of Cajolet, Johnson and Slater to assign task to a first available remote 
system or the first remote system to respond so that tasks can be assigned to a 
remote system that replies fastest (Slater, col. 1 I. 50-55). 

Cajolet-Johnson-Slater does not disclose the task is a compilation task. 

However, Official Notice is taken that distributing compilation tasks is 
known at the time of the invention (see e.g., Sundararajan et al., US 6,487,577, 
abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Cajolet, Slater and what has been 
known in the art to assign compilation tasks to the first available workstation or 
assisting computer to implement a basic workload algorithm (Slater, background 
art, second par.). 

1 0. For claim 3, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses indicating to the 
two or more remote systems comprises indicating a threshold criterion that the 
two or more remote systems should satisfy, and wherein receiving the at least 
one response comprises receiving the at least one response from the two or 
more remote systems that satisfy the threshold criterion (Cajolet, fig. 8, col. 1 1 
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lines 1 1-60, thresholds that assistant processing computers have to pass in order 
to satisfy the requirement of the tasks). 

1 1 . For claim 4, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses indicating the 
threshold criterion comprises indicating at least one of a preselected processing 
speed, memory size, and network speed for the one or more remote systems 
(Cajolet, fig. 8, col. 11 lines 11-60). 

12. For claim 5, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses receiving the at 
least one response comprises receiving configuration information associated with 
the two or more remote systems (Cajolet, col. 8 lines 38-40, sending 
configuration to task dispatcher); and wherein the first remote system to respond 
refers to at least one of a first remote system to generate a response and a first 
remote system to have its response received (Cajolet, col. 8 lines 43-52, 
responses received from remote systems at a problem dispatcher, Slater, [0021], 
selection of the first available system to assign task to) 

13. For claim 6, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses receiving the 
configuration information comprises receiving information including at least one 
of a processing speed, memory size, network speed, and load level associated 
with the one or more remote systems (Cajolet, fig. 8, col. 1 1 lines 1 1-60). 
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14. For claim 7, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses allowing at least 
one of the two or more remote systems to perform the task comprises allowing at 
least one of the two or more remote systems to perform the task based on a 
selection scheme (Cajolet, col. 8 lines 43-53, selection of assistant computers), 
wherein the selection scheme comprises at least one of allowing a remote 
system that responds first to perform the task (Slater, select a first available call 
taker workstation to process the next call) and allowing a remote system to 
perform the compilation task based on the received configuration information 
(Cajolet, col. 8 lines 39-53, selection of assistant computer based on its 
configuration). 

1 5. For claim 9, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the act of 
indicating comprises indicating that the compilation task is available for 
processing (Cajolet, fig. 6 steps 100-102, receive request for processing of an 
available task). 

16. For claim 1 0, Cajolet discloses an article comprising one or more 
machine-readable storage media containing instructions that when executed 
enable a processor to: 

indicate to two or more remote systems in a distributed data processing 
system that a task in a task list is available for processing based on a list 
identifying the remote systems (fig. 6 step 100, assisting computers receive 
request for assistance on task processing, col. 9 lines 63-64, list of assistant 
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computers, col. 3 lines 17-21, task portion queue or list); wherein the indication 
specifies at least one resource requirement (col. 8 lines 24-36, a job servicing 
request has indication of software required to do the job) 

assign the task from the task list to a remote system of the two or more 
remote systems to a remote system that responds to the indication that the task 
is available for processing (fig. 6 steps 110-112, col. 2 line 63-col. 3 line 11, 
assigning task to assisting computers participate in distributed task processing; 
col. 8 lines 43-53, dispatcher receiving responses from assisting computers and 
selecting one to assign the task to); wherein assigning is based on a 
determination by the one or more remote systems that the at least one resource 
requirement is satisfied (col. 8 lines 24-36, checking whether the computer that 
received the request can satisfy the request's requirement such as software 
needed) 

Cajolet does not disclose each of the two or more remote systems has 
reserved at least a portion of its respective resources for performing the task 
based at least in part on the at least one resource requirement. 

Johnson discloses each of the two or more remote systems has reserved 
at least a portion of its respective resources for performing the task based at 
least in part on the at least one resource requirement (fig. 5, system receiving 
request for content, checks for required resources, and reserves its resources to 
process the request) 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to reserve resources as taught by Johnson to the invention 
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of Cajolet when a system has determined it has sufficient resources to process a 
task. The motivation would be to lock down resources when it is still available 
because resources are dynamically changes with respect to time. 

Cajolet-Johnson does not explicitly disclose assigning the task from the 
task list to a first remote system to respond to the indication, and wherein 
assigning the task is performed without a comparison of current operational 
capabilities of the two or more remote systems to each other. 

However, Slater discloses assigning a task to a remote system of the at 
least two remote systems that responds first to a task indication, and wherein 
assigning the task is performed without a comparison of current operational 
capabilities of the two or more remote systems to each other (col. 1 I. 50-55, a 
load balancing technique of a director server assigning a request service to a 
server among a plurality of servers which replied fastest to an investigatory signal 
without comparing the servers' performance attributes) 

It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to combine the 
teachings of Cajolet, Johnson and Slater to assign task to a first available remote 
system or the first remote system to respond so that tasks can be assigned to a 
remote system that replies fastest (Slater, col. 1 I. 50-55). 

Cajolet-Johnson-Slater does not disclose the task is a compilation task. 

However, Official Notice is taken that distributing compilation tasks is 
known at the time of the invention (see e.g., Sundararajan et al., US 6,487,577, 
abstract). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Cajolet, Johnson, Slater and what 
has been known in the art to assign compilation tasks to the first available 
workstation or assisting computer to implement a basic workload algorithm 
(Slater, background art, second par.). 

1 7. For claim 1 1 , Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the task is a 
compilation task (Cajolet, col. 9 lines 6-9, a rendering task composing of many 
task portions) and wherein the instructions when executed enable the processor 
to allow at least two of the two or more remote systems based on a selection 
scheme (Cajolet, col. 8 lines 43-53). 

18. For claim 12, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the instructions 
when executed enable the processor to allow that remote system which 
responds first to perform the task (Slater, [0021] lines 1-7, select a first available 
call taker workstation to process the next call). 

1 9. For claim 1 3, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the instructions 
when executed enable the processor to allow the remote system having at least 
one of a specified processing speed (Cajolet, fig. 7 steps 130, 132) and a 
desirable past performance to perform the task, wherein the past performance 
comprises at least one of a past task and a project compilation basis (Cajolet, 
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col. 10, lines 26-49, past performance of done tasks and undone tasks that were 
interrupted). ON discloses compilation task as in claim 10. 

20. For claim 14, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the instructions 
when executed enable the processor to allow two or more of remote systems to 
perform the task in response to determining that a number of responding remote 
systems exceed a number of available tasks (Cajolet, col. 9 lines 5-15, a plurality 
of assistant computers to process portions of a same task). 

21 . For claim 15, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the instructions 
when executed enable the processor to receive responses from at least one of 
the two or more the remote systems, wherein the response includes 
configuration information associated with the one or more remote systems 
(Cajolet, col. 8 lines 38-42, responses with computer characteristics). 

22. For claim 17, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the instructions 
when executed enable the processor to receive results from the at least one 
remote system that is allowed to perform the task (Cajolet, fig. 5, send render 
task and receive finished render task). 

23. For claim 18, the claim is rejected for the same rationale as in claim 10. 



24. 



For claim 19, Cajolet discloses an apparatus, comprising: 
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an interface adapted to communicate with two or more remote systems; 

and 

a control unit communicatively coupled to the interface, the control unit 
adapted to: 

indicate to the two or more remote systems in a distributed data 
processing system that a task in a task list is available for processing based on a 
distribution list identifying the two or more remote systems (fig. 6 step 100, 
assisting computers receive request for assistance on task processing, col. 9 
lines 63-64, list of assistant computers, col. 3 lines 17-21, task portion queue or 
list); and wherein the indication specifies at least one resource requirement (col. 
8 lines 24-36, a job servicing request has indication of software required to do the 
job) 

receive at least one response from the two or more remote systems 
capable of performing the task based on the indication (fig. 6 step 104-106, 
assisting computers send back response with computer characteristics that task 
can be done); wherein the at least one response is based on a determination by 
the two or more remote systems that the at least one resource requirement is 
satisfied (col. 8 lines 24-36, checking whether the computer that received the 
request can satisfy the request's requirement such as software needed); and 

assign the task from the task list to a remote system of the two or more 
remote systems to respond to the indication that the task is available for 
processing (fig. 6 steps 110-112, col. 2 line 63-col. 3 line 11, assigning task to 
assisting computers participate in distributed task processing; col. 8 lines 43-53, 
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dispatcher receiving responses from assisting computers and selecting one to 
assign the task to) 

Cajolet does not disclose each responding remote system has reserved at 
least a portion of its respective resources for performing the task based at least 
in part on the at least one resource requirement. 

Johnson discloses each responding remote system has reserved at least 
a portion of its respective resources for performing the task based at least in part 
on the at least one resource requirement (fig. 5, system receiving request for 
content, checks for required resources, and reserves its resources to process the 
request) 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to reserve resources as taught by Johnson to the invention 
of Cajolet when a system has determined it has sufficient resources to process a 
task. The motivation would be to lock down resources when it is still available 
because resources are dynamically changes with respect to time. 

Cajolet-Johnson does not explicitly disclose the task is assigned without 
comparing operational capabilities of the at least two remote systems to each 
other. 

However, Slater discloses assigning a task to a remote system of the at 
least two remote systems that responds first to a task indication, and wherein 
assigning the task is performed without comparing operational capabilities of the 
at least two remote systems to each other (col. 1 I. 50-55, a load balancing 
technique of a director server assigning a request service to a server among a 
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plurality of servers which replied fastest to an investigatory signal without 
comparing the servers' performance attributes) 

It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to combine the 
teachings of Cajolet, Johnson and Slater to assign task to a first available remote 
system or the first remote system to respond so that tasks can be assigned to a 
remote system that replies fastest (Slater, col. 1 I. 50-55). 

Cajolet-Johnson-Slater does not disclose the task is a compilation task. 

However, Official Notice is taken that distributing compilation tasks is 
known at the time of the invention (see e.g., Sundararajan et al., US 6,487,577, 
abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Cajolet, Slater and what has been 
known in the art to assign compilation tasks to the first available workstation or 
assisting computer to implement a basic workload algorithm (Slater, background 
art, second par.). 

25. For claim 28, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the control unit 
is adapted to identify the task that is available for processing in a queue that is 
accessible by two or more of the remote systems (Cajolet, fig. 7 steps 146-148, 
continuing to new task portion in a queue). 

26. For claim 29, the claim is rejected for the same rationale as in claims 1 
and/or 19. 
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27. For claim 31 , Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses at least one of 
the one or more remote systems is adapted to: detect an indication from the 
client system that a compilation task is available for processing (Cajolet, fig. 6 
step 100, assisting computers receive request for assistance on task 
processing); determine if the at least one remote system is capable of processing 
the compilation task (Cajolet, fig. 6 step 104-106, assisting computers send back 
response with computer characteristics that task can be done); and process the 
compilation task for the client system in response to determining that at least one 
remote system is capable of processing the compilation task (Cajolet, fig. 6 steps 
110-112, assisting computers participate in distributed task processing). 

28. For claim 32, Cajolet discloses a method, comprising: 

detecting an indication from a client system to process one or more tasks, 
wherein the indication specifies at least one resource requirement (fig. 6 step 
100, assisting computers receive request for assistance on task processing); 

determining if a remote system of the plurality of remote systems that 
detects the indication is capable of processing at least one of the one or more 
tasks in response to detecting the indication from the client system and 
responding first to the indication, wherein responding is performed by the remote 
system (fig. 6 step 104-106, assisting computers send back response with 
computer characteristics that task can be done); and 
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processing the at least one task for the client system in response to at 
least one or more of the tasks from the client system being assigned to a remote 
system (fig. 6 steps 110-112, assisting computers participate in distributed task 
processing, assigning task to the best computer); 

Cajolet does not disclose reserving one or more resources of the remote 
system in response to determining that the remote system is capable of 
processing the at least one of the one or more compilation task, wherein the 
reserving takes place at the remote system. 

Johnson discloses reserving one or more resources of the remote system 
in response to determining that the remote system is capable of processing the 
at least one of the one or more compilation task, wherein the reserving takes 
place at the remote system (fig. 5, system receiving request for content, checks 
for required resources, and reserves its resources to process the request) 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to reserve resources as taught by Johnson to the invention 
of Cajolet when a system has determined it has sufficient resources to process a 
task. The motivation would be to lock down resources when it is still available 
because resources are dynamically changes with respect to time. 

Cajolet-Johnson does not explicitly disclose the task is assigned without 
comparing operational capabilities of the remote system and the plurality of 
remote systems. 

However, Slater discloses assigning a task to a remote system of the at 
least two remote systems that responds first to a task indication, and wherein 
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assigning the task is performed without comparing operational capabilities of the 
at least two remote systems to each other (col. 1 I. 50-55, a load balancing 
technique of a director server assigning a request service to a server among a 
plurality of servers which replied fastest to an investigatory signal without 
comparing the servers' performance attributes) 

It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to combine the 
teachings of Cajolet, Johnson and Slater to assign task to a first available remote 
system or the first remote system to respond so that tasks can be assigned to a 
remote system that replies fastest (Slater, col. 1 I. 50-55). 

Cajolet-Johnson-Slater does not disclose the task is a compilation task. 

However, Official Notice is taken that distributing compilation tasks is 
known at the time of the invention (see e.g., Sundararajan et al., US 6,487,577, 
abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Cajolet, Slater and what has been 
known in the art to assign compilation tasks to the first available workstation or 
assisting computer to implement a basic workload algorithm (Slater, background 
art, second par.). 

29. For claim 33, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses providing 
results of the processing to the client system (Cajolet, fig. 5, send render task 
and receive finished render task). 
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30. For claim 34, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the processing 
comprises accessing a queue associated with the client system and determining 
the compilation task to process (Cajolet, fig. 7 steps 146-148, continuing to new 
task portion in a queue). 



31. Claims 35 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cajolet in view of Johnson and Slater. 

32. For claim 35, Cajolet discloses a method, comprising: 

indicating to two or more remote systems in a distributed data processing 
system that a task in a task list is available for processing (fig. 6 step 100, 
assisting computers receive request for assistance on task processing, col. 3 
lines 17-21, task portion queue or list); and wherein the indication specifies at 
least one resource requirement (col. 8 lines 24-36, a job servicing request has 
indication of software required to do the job) 

receiving at least one response from the two or more remote systems 
capable of performing the task responsive to receiving the indication (fig. 6 step 
104-106, assisting computers send back response with computer characteristics 
that task can be done); wherein the at least one response is based on a 
determination by the two or more remote systems that the at least one resource 
requirement is satisfied (col. 8 lines 24-36, checking whether the computer that 
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received the request can satisfy the request's requirement such as software 
needed); and 

assigning the task from the task list to a first remote system to respond to 
the indication that the task is available for processing (fig. 6 steps 110-112, col. 2 
line 63-col. 3 line 1 1 , assigning task to assisting computers participate in 
distributed task processing; col. 8 lines 43-53, dispatcher receiving responses 
from assisting computers and selecting one to assign the task to) 

Cajolet does not disclose each responding remote system has reserved at 
least a portion of its respective resources for performing the task based at least 
in part on the at least one resource requirement. 

Johnson discloses each responding remote system has reserved at least 
a portion of its respective resources for performing the task based at least in part 
on the at least one resource requirement (fig. 5, system receiving request for 
content, checks for required resources, and reserves its resources to process the 
request) 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to reserve resources as taught by Johnson to the invention 
of Cajolet when a system has determined it has sufficient resources to process a 
task. The motivation would be to lock down resources when it is still available 
because resources are dynamically changes with respect to time. 

Cajolet-Johnson does not explicitly disclose the task is assigned without 
comparing operational capabilities of the at least two remote systems to each 
other. 
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However, Slater discloses assigning a task to a remote system of the at 
least two remote systems that responds first to a task indication, and wherein 
assigning the task is performed without comparing operational capabilities of the 
at least two remote systems to each other (col. 1 I. 50-55, a load balancing 
technique of a director server assigning a request service to a server among a 
plurality of servers which replied fastest to an investigatory signal without 
comparing the servers' performance attributes) 

It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to combine the 
teachings of Cajolet, Johnson and Slater to assign task to a first available remote 
system or the first remote system to respond so that tasks can be assigned to a 
remote system that replies fastest (Slater, col. 1 I. 50-55). 

33. For claim 37, Cajolet-Slater further discloses the task is at least one of a 
compilation task, a video processing task, audio processing task, image 
processing task, encryption task, and decryption task (Cajolet, fig. 5, 3D image 
rendering task) 

34. Claims 16, 30 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cajolet-Johnson-Slater, in view of what has been known 
in the art, and in view of Hinni et al. (US 2007/0011226, hereafter Hinni) 

35. For claim 36, Cajolet-Slater further discloses the distributed system is a 
distributed system, and wherein indicating comprises indicating to the two or 
more remote systems that a task is available for processing (fig. 6 step 100, 
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assisting computers receive request for assistance on task processing); wherein 
the indication was based on a distribution list identifying the two or more remote 
systems (fig. 7, 136, list of assistants), and further wherein receiving the at least 
one response comprises receiving the at least one response from the two or 
more remote systems capable of performing the task responsive to receiving the 
indication (fig. 6 step 104-106, assisting computers send back response with 
computer characteristics that task can be done) 

Cajolet-Slater does not disclose a distributed compilation system with 
compilation tasks. 

However, Official Notice is taken that distributing compilation tasks is 
known at the time of the invention (see e.g., Sundararajan et al., US 6,487,577, 
abstract) 

Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the client transmitting task 
request to a plurality remote computers (Cajolet, fig. 7 steps 123, 126). Cajolet- 
Johnson-Slater-ON does not explicitly disclose the request from the client system 
was a multicast request. 

However, Hinni discloses the same ([0079] lines 3-5, multicast task 
request to multiple task handlers) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Cajolet-Johnson-Slater and ON and 
Hinni to multicast task request to a plurality of computers since multicasting is an 
efficient method of transmitting same information to multiple receivers (as 
compared to, e.g., unicasting). 
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36. Claims 16 and 30 are rejected for the same rationale as in claim 36. 

37. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Harper et al. (US 2002/0087612, hereafter Harper). 

38. For claim 2, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON further discloses the distribution 
list comprises destination addresses associated with the two or more remote 
systems (Cajolet, col. 9 lines 63-64, list of assistant computers, obviously 
containing their addresses), and transmitting transmits at least a portion of the 
message to a plurality of the remote systems based on the distribution list 
(Cajolet, col. 6 I. 41-47, transmitting requests to assist in processing tasks to 
multiple computers) 

Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON does not explicitly disclose providing a 
message to a router that, responsive to the message, transmits at least a portion 
of the message to a plurality of the remote systems based on the distribution list. 

However, Harper discloses a gateway in between a task dispatcher and 
remote systems, capable of transferring information between the task dispatcher 
and the remote systems (fig. 2, a gateway connected to a dispatcher for 
transmitting information, gateway and dispatcher can be one entity) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON and 
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Harper to dispatch tasks to multiple servers or assistant computers via a gateway 
or a router to implement a larger or a WAN distributed system or to provide more 
scalability and failover capability. 

39. Claims 8 and 20-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Harper and Hinni. 

40. For claim 8, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON does not explicitly disclose 
wherein indicating to the two or more remote systems comprises providing a 
message to a router that, responsive to the message, transmits, at least a portion 
of the message to a plurality of the remote systems based on the distribution list; 

However, Harper discloses the same (fig. 2, a gateway connected to a 
dispatcher for transmitting task advertisements) 

Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper does not disclose wherein the 
distribution list is a multicast list, and transmitting is via multicast. 

However, Hinni discloses the same ([0079] lines 3-5, multicast task 
request to multiple task handlers) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON, Harper 
and Hinni to multicast task request to a plurality of computers since multicasting 
is an efficient method of transmitting same information to multiple receivers (as 
compared to, e.g., unicasting). 
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41 . Claim 20 is rejected for the same rationale as in claim 8. 

42. For claim 21 , Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper-Hinni further discloses 
the control unit is adapted to indicate a threshold criterion that the two or more 
remote systems should satisfy and further adapted to receive the at least one 
response from the two or more remote systems that satisfy the threshold criterion 
(Cajolet, fig. 8, col. 11 lines 11-60, thresholds that assistant processing 
computers have to pass in order to satisfy the requirement of the tasks). 

43. For claim 22, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper-Hinni further discloses 
the control unit is adapted to indicate at least one of a minimum processing 
speed, memory amount, and network speed for the two or more remote systems 
(Cajolet, fig. 8, col. 11 lines 11-60). 

44. For claim 23, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper-Hinni further discloses 
the control unit is adapted to receive configuration information associated with 
the two or more remote systems (Cajolet, col. 8 lines 38-40, sending 
configuration to task dispatcher). 

45. For claim 24, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper-Hinni further discloses 
the control unit is adapted to receive information including at least one of a 
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processing speed, memory size, network speed, and load level associated with 
the two or more remote systems (Cajolet, fig. 8, col. 1 1 lines 1 1-60). 

46. For claim 25, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper-Hinni further discloses 
allowing at least one of the remote systems to perform the task comprises 
allowing the two or more remote systems to perform the task based on a 
selection scheme (Cajolet, col. 8 lines 43-53, selection of assistant computers). 

47. For claim 26, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper-Hinni further discloses 
the instructions when executed enable the processor to allow that remote system 
which responds first to perform the task (Slater, [0021] lines 1-7, select a first 
available call taker workstation to process the next call). 

48. For claim 27, Cajolet-Johnson-Slater-ON-Harper-Hinni further discloses 
the selection scheme comprises allowing a remote system to perform the 
compilation task based on the received configuration information (Cajolet, fig. 6 
steps 110-112, assisting computers participate in distributed task processing). 

Conclusion 

49. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Hieu T. Hoang whose telephone number is 
571-270-1253. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 8 
a.m. -5 p.m., EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examinper by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Thu Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-6967. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Hieu Hoang/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2452 



